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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: amendment filed on 4/4/2005. 

2. Claims 1-17 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 6, and 1 1 are independent claims. 



Claim Rejections - 55 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 6 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kostoff et al. (hereafter referred to as Kostoff), US 5,440,481 patented 08/08/1995. 

Regarding independentclaim 1, Kostoff teaches determining a fi^equency of each word 
in each document in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff 
teaches creating a table of most frequently occurring words in the documents in fig. 2, table 1, 
col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining a frequency of 
phrases in each document that could contain only words in a table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 
50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches outputting the most frequently 
occurring words and most frequently occurring phrases as a dictionary in fig. 2 and col. 4 lines 
64-68. 

Kostoff does not specifically teach inputting a maximum dictionary size and limiting the 
dictionary to the inputted maximum dictionary size, such that the dictionary contains less than all 
words in the documents. However, Kostoff does acknowledge the importance and limitation of 
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memory size for storing a list of trivial words in col. 4 lines 44-45. This list is a precursor to the 
dictionary, however it teaches one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention the 
relevance of memory storage size. Kostoff also teaches selecting a portion of the word and 
phrase dictionary in col. 5 line 59 - col. 6 line 64. Kostoff uses an example of selecting the 60 
most often repeated phrases. Kostoff notes that more or less than 60 most often repeated phrases 
may be selected at the discretion of the user. 

In light of these teachings of Kostoff, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have truncated the dictionary of Kostoff at the user inputted number of most 
often repeated phrases in the event the dictionary had to reside within a limited memory storage. 
The teaching of Kostoff of possible memory storage constraints having an impact on a list size in 
col. 4 lines 44-45 would have motivated and taught insight to the person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have made this modification. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have discarded the less fi-equent 
terms below the population threshold inputted by the user because they would not have been of 
fiirther use in determining the themes of the text to prepare it for clustering with other 
documents. Eliminating the unused terms would have desirably saved memory as seen in col. 4 
lines 44-45. Only the top set of words and phrases determined by the user would have been used 
and therefore it would have been obvious to have only retained those words and phrases in the 
dictionary. 

Regarding independent claim 6, Kostoff teaches determining a frequency of each word 
in each document in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 Une 11. Kostoff 
teaches creating a table of most frequently occurring words in the documents in fig. 2, table 1, 
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col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining a frequency of 
phrases in each document that could contain only words in a table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 
50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 1 1 . Kostoff teaches outputting the most frequently 
occurring words and most frequently occurring phrases as a dictionary in fig. 2 and col. 4 lines 
64-68. 

Kostoff does not specifically teach inputting a maximum dictionary size and limiting the 
dictionary to the inputted maximum dictionary size, such that the dictionary contains less than all 
words in the documents. However, Kostoff does acknowledge the importance and limitation of 
memory size for storing a list of trivial words in col. 4 lines 44-45. This list is a precursor to the 
dictionary, however it teaches one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention the 
relevance of memory storage size. Kostoff also teaches selecting a portion of the word and 
phrase dictionary in col. 5 Une 59 - col. 6 line 64. Kostoff uses an example of selecting the 60 
most often repeated phrases. Kostoff notes that more or less than 60 most often repeated phrases 
may be selected at the discretion of the user. 

In light of these teachings of Kostoff, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have truncated the dictionary of Kostoff at the user inputted number of most 
often repeated phrases in the event the dictionary had to reside within a limited memory storage. 
The teaching of Kostoff of possible memory storage constraints having an impact on a list size in 
col. 4 lines 44-45 would have motivated and taught insight to the person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have made this modification. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have discarded the less frequent 
terms below the population threshold inputted by the user because they would not have been of 
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further use in determining the themes of the text to prepare it for clustering with other 
documents. Eliminating the unused terms would have desirably saved memory as seen in col. 4 
lines 44-45. Only the top set of words and phrases determined by the user would have been used 
and therefore it would have been obvious to have only retained those words and phrases in the 
dictionary. 

Kostoff does not explicitly teach the creation of the word and phrases lists in two separate 
passes through the document. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would 
have known how to create the two lists in separate passes through the document. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use their 
skill in the art to have created each list as a result of each of two passes through the document. 
This would have been obvious and necessary in order to create the second list since the phrase 
selection would have been dependent on the contents of the first list. 

Regarding independent claim 11, Kostoff teaches determining a frequency of each 
word in each document in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. 
Kostoff teaches creating a table of most frequently occurring words in the documents in fig. 2, 
table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining a 
frequency of phrases in each document that could contain only words in a table in fig. 2, table 1, 
col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches outputting the most 
frequently occurring words and most frequently occurring phrases as a dictionary in fig. 2 and 
col. 4 lines 64-68. 

Kostoff does not specifically teach inputting a maximum dictionary size and limiting the 
dictionary to the inputted maximum dictionary size, such that the dictionary contains less than all 
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words in the documents. However, Kostoff does acknowledge the importance and Hmitation of 
memory size for storing a Hst of trivial words in col. 4 lines 44-45. This list is a precursor to the 
dictionary, however it teaches one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention the 
relevance of memory storage size. Kostoff also teaches selecting a portion of the word and 
phrase dictionary in col. 5 line 59 - col. 6 line 64. Kostoff uses an example of selecting the 60 
most often repeated phrases. Kostoff notes that more or less than 60 most often repeated phrases 
may be selected at the discretion of the user. 

In Ught of these teachings of Kostoff, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have truncated the dictionary of Kostoff at the user inputted number of most 
often repeated phrases in the event the dictionary had to reside within a limited memory storage. 
The teaching of Kostoff of possible memory storage constraints having an impact on a list size in 
col. 4 lines 44-45 would have motivated and taught insight to the person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have made this modification. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have discarded the less frequent 
terms below the population threshold inputted by the user because they would not have been of 
fiirther use in determining the themes of the text to prepare it for clustering with other 
documents. Eliminating the unused terms would have desirably saved memory as seen in col. 4 
lines 44-45. Only the top set of words and phrases determined by the user would have been used 
and therefore it would have been obvious to have only retained those words and phrases in the 
dictionary. 
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5. Claims 2-5, 7-10, and 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kostoff et al. (hereafter referred to as Kostoff), US 5,440,481 patented 
08/08/1995 as applied to claims 1, 6, and 11 above, and further in view of Kirsch et ah 
(hereafter referred to as Kirsch), US 6,070,158 filed 11/13/1997, Kobayashi, US 5,742,834 
patented 04/21/1998 and Turney, US 6,470,307 Bl filed 06/23/1997. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Kostoff teaches adding words to a dictionary table in fig. 
2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining the 
frequency of each word remaining n the table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 
65 - col. 7 line 1 1 . Kostoff teaches removing words below a fi-equency level from the dictionary 
table in col. 6 lines 2-64. 

Kostoff does not teach removing punctuation and case from the documents. Kostoff does 
not teach removing stop words fi-om the document. , Kostoff does not teach replacing words in 
the documents with synonyms. Kostoff does not teach removing duplicate words fi*om the 
documents. Kirsch teaches removing punctuation and case from the documents in col. 12 lines 
5-7. Kirsch teaches removing stop words from the document in col. 12 lines 13-15. Kobayashi 
teaches replacing words in the documents with synonyms in fig. 3, 34-35, and col. 1 line 54 - 
col. 2 line 13. Turney teaches removing duplicate words from the documents in col. 5 lines 37- 
38. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Kirsch, Kobayashi, and Turney into Kostoff to have created the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the punctuation 
and stop word removal technique of Kirsch into Kostoff so that the documents passes would 
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have been more efficient. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the 
synonym word replacement of Kobayashi into Kostoff so that the word counts could have been 
uniform across all of the documents, which would have yielded the most accurate clustering 
results. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the duplicate word removal 
of Tumey into Kostoff so that the lists would have been uniform among all the documents in the 
cluster. This would have yielded the most accurate clustering results among the documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 3, Kostoff teaches inputting one or more stop words, 
synonyms and a frequency level in col. 4 lines 39-49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 lines 60-64. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Kostoff teaches adding words to a table in fig. 2, table 1, 
col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining the frequency 
of each word remaining n the table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 
line 11. Kostoff teaches removing words below a frequency level from the table in col. 6 lines 2- 
64. 

Kostoff does not teach removing punctuation and case from the documents. Kostoff does 
not teach removing stop words from the document. Kostoff does not teach replacing words in 
the documents with synonyms. Kostoff does not teach removing duplicate words from the 
documents. Kirsch teaches removing punctuation and case fi-om the documents in col. 12 lines 
5-7. Kirsch teaches removing stop words from the document in col. 12 lines 13-15. Kobayashi 
teaches replacing words in the documents with synonyms in fig. 3, 34-35, and col. 1 line 54 - 
col. 2 line 13. Tumey teaches removing duplicate words from the documents in col. 5 lines 37- 
38. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Kirsch, Kobayashi, and Tumey into Kostoff to have created the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the punctuation 
and stop word removal technique of Kirsch into Kostoff so that the documents passes would 
have been more efficient. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the 
synonym word replacement of Kobayashi into Kostoff so that the word counts could have been 
uniform across all of the documents, which would have yielded the most accurate clustering 
results. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the duplicate word removal 
of Tumey into Kostoff so that the lists would have been uniform among all the documents in the 
cluster. This would have yielded the most accurate clustering results among the documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Kostoff teaches inputting one or more stop words, 
synonyms and a frequency level in col. 4 lines 39-49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 lines 60-64. 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Kostoff teaches adding words to a dictionary table in fig. 
2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining the 
frequency of each word remaining n the table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 
65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches removing words below a frequency level from the dictionary 
table in col. 6 lines 2-64. 

Kostoff does not teach removing punctuation and case from the documents. Kostoff does 
not teach removing stop words from the document. Kostoff does not teach replacing words in 
the documents with synonyms. Kostoff does not teach removing duplicate words from the 
documents. Kirsch teaches removing punctuation and case from the documents in col. 12 lines 
5-7. Kirsch teaches removing stop words from the document in col. 12 lines 13-15. Kobayashi 
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teaches replacing words in the documents with synonyms in fig. 3, 34-35, and col. 1 line 54 - 
col. 2 line 13. Tumey teaches removing duplicate words fi-om the documents in col. 5 lines 37- 
38. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Kirsch, Kobayashi, and Tumey into Kostoff to have created the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the punctuation 
and stop word removal technique of Kirsch into Kostoff so that the documents passes would 
have been more efficient. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the 
synonym word replacement of Kobayashi into Kostoff so that the word counts could have been 
uniform across all of the documents, which would have yielded the most accurate clustering 
results. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the duplicate word removal 
of Tumey into Kostoff so that the lists would have been uniform among all the documents in the 
cluster. This would have yielded the most accurate clustering results among the documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Kostoff teaches inputting one or more stop words, 
synonyms and a fi-equency level in col. 4 lines 39-49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 lines 60-64. 

Regarding dependent claim 9, Kostoff teaches adding words to a table in fig. 2, table 1, 
col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining the fi'equency 
of each word remaining n the table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 
line 11. Kostoff teaches removing words below a fi*equency level from the table in col. 6 lines 2- 
64. 

Kostoff does not teach removing punctuafion and case from the documents. Kostoff does 
not teach removing stop words fi"om the document. Kostoff does not teach replacing words in 
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the documents with synonyms. Kostoff does not teach removing duplicate words from the 
documents. Kirsch teaches removing punctuation and case from the documents in col. 12 lines 
5-7. Kirsch teaches removing stop words from the document in col. 12 Hnes 13-15. Kobayashi 
teaches replacing words in the documents with synonyms in fig. 3, 34-35, and col. 1 line 54 - 
col. 2 line 13. Tumey teaches removing duplicate words from the documents in col. 5 lines 37- 
38. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Kirsch, Kobayashi, and Tumey into Kostoff to have created the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the punctuation 
and stop word removal technique of Kirsch into Kostoff so that the documents passes would 
have been more efficient. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the 
synonym word replacement of Kobayashi into Kostoff so that the word counts could have been 
uniform across all of the documents, which would have yielded the most accurate clustering 
results. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the duplicate word removal 
of Tumey into Kostoff so that the lists would have been uniform among all the documents in the 
cluster. This would have yielded the most accurate clustering results among the documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Kostoff teaches inputting one or more stop words, 
synonyms and a frequency level in col. 4 lines 39-49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 lines 60-64. 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Kostoff teaches adding words to a dictionary table in 
fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining 
the frequency of each word remaining n the table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 
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line 65 - col. 7 line 1 1 . Kostoff teaches removing words below a frequency level from the 
dictionary table in col. 6 lines 2-64. 

Kostoff does not teach removing punctuation and case from the documents. Kostoff does 
not teach removing stop words from the document. Kostoff does not teach replacing words in 
the documents with synonyms. Kostoff does not teach removing duplicate words from the 
documents. Kirsch teaches removing punctuation and case from the documents in col. 12 lines 
5-7. Kirsch teaches removing stop words from the document in col. 12 lines 13-15. Kobayashi 
teaches replacing words in the documents with synonyms in fig. 3, 34-35, and col. 1 line 54 - 
col, 2 line 13. Tumey teaches removing duphcate words from the documents in col. 5 lines 37- 
38. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Kirsch, Kobayashi, and Tumey into Kostoff to have created the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the punctuation 
and stop word removal technique of Kirsch into Kostoff so that the documents passes would 
have been more efficient. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the 
synonym word replacement of Kobayashi into Kostoff so that the word counts could have been 
uniform across all of the documents, which would have yielded the most accurate clustering 
results. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the duplicate word removal 
of Tumey into Kostoff so that the lists would have been uniform among all the documents in the 
cluster. This would have yielded the most accurate clustering results among the documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 13, Kostoff teaches inputting one or more stop words, 
synonyms and a frequency level in col. 4 lines 39-49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 lines 60-64. 
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Regarding dependent claim 14, Kostoff teaches adding words to a table in fig. 2, table 
1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches determining the 
frequency of each word remaining n the table in fig. 2, table 1, col. 4 lines 50-68, and col. 6 line 
65 - col. 7 line 11. Kostoff teaches removing words below a frequency level from the table in 
col. 6 lines 2-64. 

Kostoff does not teach removing punctuation and case from the documents. Kostoff does 
not teach removing stop words from the document. Kostoff does not teach replacing words in 
the documents with synonyms. Kostoff does not teach removing duplicate words from the 
documents. Kirsch teaches removing punctuation and case from the documents in col. 12 lines 
5-7. Kirsch teaches removing stop words from the document in col. 12 lines 13-15. Kobayashi 
teaches replacing words in the documents with synonyms in fig. 3, 34-35, and col. 1 line 54 - 
col. 2 line 13. Tumey teaches removing duplicate words from the documents in col. 5 lines 37- 
38. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Kirsch, Kobayashi, and Tumey into Kostoff to have created the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the punctuation 
and stop word removal technique of Kirsch into Kostoff so that the documents passes would 
have been more efficient. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the 
synonym word replacement of Kobayashi into Kostoff so that the word counts could have been 
uniform across all of the documents, which would have yielded the most accurate clustering 
results. It would have been obvious and desirable to have combined the duplicate word removal 
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of Tumey into Kostoff so that the lists would have been uniform among all the documents in the 
cluster. This would have yielded the most accurate clustering results among the documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 15, Kostoff teaches inputting stop words in col. 4 lines 39- 
49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 hnes 60-64, 

Regarding dependent claim 16, Kostoff teaches inputting synonyms in col. 4 lines 39- 
49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 hnes 60-64. 

Regarding dependent claim 17, Kostoff teaches inputting a frequency level in col. 4 
lines 39-49, col. 5 lines 59-64, and col. 6 lines 60-64. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 4/4/2005 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding Applicant's arguments in pages 7-10 that the invention as presented in 
independent claims 1, 6, and 1 1 is not obvious over Kostoff et al. (hereinafter "Kostoff), the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. The Examiner admits Kostoff does not directly anticipate the 
claimed invention. However, the Examiner beheves the teachings of Kostoff in col 4 lines 39- 
49 are important in that this teaching would have enlightened one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have modified Kostoff to have created the claimed invention. 
Applicant's invention limits the dictionary to the most frequently occurring words as limited by 
the maximum dictionary size. All of the other words are discarded from use in the dictionary. 
Kostoff teaches that a trivial phrase list is preferably applied prior to or during processing the 
text such that any word or phrase contained in the trivial phrase list is not included in the 
dictionary. Kostoff teaches that the list of trivial phrases may be any words that the user wishes 
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to have included in the list and also that the list may be unlimited in size. Because the trivial 
phrase hst of Kostoff may be unlimited in size to the user's liking, the Examiner believes that 
Kostoff teaches that the trivial phrase list does not necessarily only contain words meaningless to 
document content such as "to" and "if, but rather may also contain words and phrases the user 
deems not important. Thus, in the context and terminology of Kostoff, the Examiner believes 
Applicant's invention essentially makes any word below a certain keyword threshold frequency 
(determined by a maximum dictionary size) a trivial word to be excluded from the dictionary. 
The Examiner believes that if the trivial word Hst inputted to modify the dictionary prior to its 
creation contains all the words below a certain frequency threshold, then Kostoff would produce 
the same dictionary as that of the claimed invention. 

In response to Applicant's point on page 8 that Kostoff states in col. 4 lines 52-55 that the 
system and methodology are required to use the entire full-text database to create lists and 
phrases, the Examiner notes that this step occurs after the trivial phrase list is excluded from 
processing and entry into the dictionary. Thus, the "entire fiill-text" mentioned in the cited 
section of Kostoff is not really the entire fiill-text, but rather the entire fiill-text minus the trivial 
phrase list. Therefore, the Examiner does not believe this is evidence that Kostoff teaches away 
from Applicant's claimed invention. The Examiner does not agree with the distinction presented 
on pages 9 and 10 of Applicant's response because Kostoff does not maintain a list of all 
potential phrases in the text corpus because in Kostoff the phrases deemed trivial by the user are 
not entered into the dictionary. The Examiner believes Kostoff suggests to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention reasons to modify Kostoff to have created the invention as 
presented in independent claims 1, 6, and 11. 
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Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Schilit et al., US 6,842,876 B2 filed 4/14/1998 discloses automatically generating 
groups of documents based on similarity of content. Vogel, US 5,963,965 patented 10/5/1999 
discloses processing text to generate an index for the text. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi"om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action, hi no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the mailing 
date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications fi*om the 
examiner should be directed to Peter J Smith whose telephone number is 571-272-4101. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays 7:00am-3 :30pm. 
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Art Unit: 2176 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather R Hemdon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an appHcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



PJS 

6/7/2005 




